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A  

Scope  The  support  requirements  of  systems  users  are  changing  as  dramatically 

as  the  technology  feeding  the  industry  and  as  rapidly  as  the  competition 
iMving  it  KeefHmg  ateeast  of  these  user  perccp&om  h  qi^ieid  li  tsilaf 's 
market  environment,  as  control  over  the  service  dollar  becomes  increas- 
ingly important  to  equipment  manufacturers  as  well  as  third-party  service 
i^endors.  Declining  hardware  sii#ii«%nues  are  forcing  equipniatt 
vendors  into  a  more  aggressive  role  in  the  already  CFOiidiiixB^p@R 
marketplace,  and  TPMs  are  up  against  increasingly  ominous  competiticMi 
as  the  market  consolidates,  leaving  fewer  but  stronger  players  to  compefig 

Users  are  becoming  increasingly  aware  of  the  potential  of  their  support 
dollars  as  competition  over  their  systems  support  contracts  intensifies. 
Spurred  as  well  by  rising  demands  on  their  system's  performance,  users 
are  expecting  increasing  varieties  and  levels  of  support  from  their  vendor. 
Staying  on  top  of  these  user  perceptions  is  key  in  the  fight  to  keep  cus- 
tt>li^MMi^lii|li'<#f;'liiP^ping  custmners. 

This  report  has  been  prepared  by  INPUT  to  analyze  the  perceptions  of 
Momentum  Service  Company's  customer  base.  Measuring  the  satisfac- 
tion of  Momentum  usen  in  tNB»>if  ^iMIinli^  aiMiistration  ami 
delivery  components,  the  report  presents  a  series  of  exhibits  prcfm^^^ 
wsdei  with  a  ckm  osjss-section  of  current  user  requirements. 


Methodojk)^  A  sample  of  200  users  of  Momentum  support  were  contacted  in  prepara- 

tim  f©r  this  report,  and  a  brief  phone  interview  (see  Appendix  A)  was 
emimsb^  with  the  x^ipmpi^ae  MkmteSm  ^smm  official  at  eaehts^. 
Hl#  ttspondents  were  solicited  from  a  list  of  over  2,000  Momentum  users 
supplied  to  INPUT  by  Momentum  for  this  project  A  number  of  specific 
support  issues  were  explored  in  the  course  of  the  interview,  and  users 
expressed  their  satisfacticm  with  support  in  terms  of  both  ot^li^iMS  iid^ 
and  subjective  comme«t& leading  ibm  perceptions  of  Mcmmrisom  as  a 
service  provider. 
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Accompanying  this  report  is  a  copy  of  the  original  data  used  in  analysis, 
provided  on  a  standard  DOS-formatted  IBM  PC/compatible  diskette  for 
use  wifli  die         in  sc^waie  pciEage. 


Demographics  Users  were  asked,  in  the  course  of  the  interview,  to  identify  a  number  of 

opemftMfftlttiSors  so  that  more  specific  subgroups  of  Momentum's 

customer  base  could  be  isolated  for  analysis.  Exhibit  I-l  provides  a 
breakdown  of  the  sample  in  terms  of  the  user's  business  organization, 
liiiidng  that  W%  ti  tiie  respondents'  sites  were  single-loca^on  conspa- 
nies  and  19%  served  as  headquarters  offices  for  a  larger  operation.  The 
remaining  52%  of  the  sample  fell  into  a  third  category  which,  obviously, 
includes  branch  locations  of  corporations  as  well  as  government  offices 


ilSPONDENT  OPERATIONS 


Sample:  191 


Tte  length  of  the  service  relationship  with  Momentum  was  also  probed, 
die  sample  breakout  (^own  in  BuiiiitM)  indicating  th^tt  flai^<^nk 
of  Momentum's  current  business  base  was  carried  over  from  their  asso- 
ciation with  Mohawk  Data  Sciences.  Since  75%  of  the  entire  sample 
kave  been  under  Mohawk  or  Momentxrai  contracts  for  at  least  three  years, 
^  ^DDQple  provides  evidence  of  a  positive  sense  of  customer  loyalty  to 
the  organization,  sustained  even  through  the  reorganization  into  Momen- 
tum Services.  At  the  same  time,  the  sample  also  suggests  that  Momen- 
ta iNttlpI  at  It  s^l^mw  service  contt^  as  an 
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As^KBwn  in  Exhibit  1-3,  users  most  commonly  were  supported  by  a 
lufeMBijintum  service  office  within  25  miles  of  ih^l^imm  Site,  lefi^^ti^ 
the  growth  in  Momentum's  operations.  Eighteen  percent  of  the  sample 
was  located  more  than  50  miles  from  a  service  site  but,  despite  the  dis- 
tance obstacle,  still  remained  relatively  satisfied  with  the  siqppoMl 


EXHIBIT  1-3 


EMiTANCE  FROM  MOMENTUM 
SERVICE  LOCATION 
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Momentum  User  Satisfaction 


A 


Satisfaction 
With  Response 


of  the  entire  sample,  with  specific  grou|«|  irf  users  expressing  higher  or 
lower  satisfaction  (see  Exhibit  II- 1),  depeodimt  upon  their  support  de- 
mands. 

As  examined  in  Exhibit  II-2,  these  demands  varied  between  the  distance 
subgroups,  the  largest  among  them  (users  located  between  10  and  25 
®a(iKPlN9fflft  tt'tSHP^ife  toe        expressing  the  highest  response  requit©- 
Utents.  Response  time  demands  within  this  gjccmi^wm^Bi  fm&mislxmm 
24  hours,  but  over  50%  of  these  users  required  response  widua  oat  hear 
of  their  initial  call,  considerably  skewing  the  mean  value. 

Momentum,  in  the  face     tibese  higher  demands,  responded  faster  on 
average  to  the  calls  of  these  users,  averaging  a  seven-hour  response 
performance  and  satisfying  83%  of  this  user  group  (shown  in  Exhibit  U- 
1).  Users  located  closer  to  a  Momentum  suppostfittiB^  wtm  the  most 
satisfied  group  (94%)  with  the  slighdy  higher  mean  response  of  10.3 
hours.  Users  in  this  group  had  a  wide  spread  of  response  requirements, 
with  an  equal  amount    as^  requiring  one  ham  m  wq^simA  M  hmm. 
The  average  response  received  fell  below  user  demands  by  1.2 1ms$,  li» 
difference  mainly  attiibutabk  to  thoi^  asm  expecting  re^cmse  m 
hour  or  less. 

This  brings  up  a  significant  issue  regarding  customer  satisfaction:  When 
measuring  users'  happiness  with  specific  components  of  support,  it  is 
equally  important  to  discern  fbek&qp6emkmt  m  eadb  iutsa  so  #iit  a  1^ 
can  be  established  from  uMi^  tfK  WSito  can  aei  m  improvemeK. 
Although  averaged  figures  provide  a  good  starting  point  for  the  measure- 
ment of  user  satisfaction,  the  ranges  of  user  expectations  vary  widely  (as 
evidemed  above)  and  directly  inflirant^  satis^iictii^  mth  sappatt  ddiv- 
ered. 


5 


ANALYSIS  OF  MOI^TUM  SBRmX  -  U^R  SftTISFAC71C»< 


INPUT 


EXHIBIT  11-1 


mSTANCE  FROM  MOMENTUM  LOCATION 


DISTANCE 

AVERAGE 
RESPONSE  TIME 

SATISFIED 
(Percent) 
10  mmmmmnmm 

10-25  Mil^ 
26-50  Miles 

>  50  Miles 

10.3  Hrs 
7.0  Hrs 
10.0  Hrs 
18.8  Hrs 

1  ~T — 1 — 1 — I — 1 — I — i  1 

^  /  /  /  /  / /J  J  J  /  /"/  /  /  /  /  kl  ^ 

'///////////////?^\ 

Total 

10.7  Hrs 

Sample:  19S 

Standard  error  of  the  mean  =  2.2 


EXHIBIT  11-2 


RESPONSE  REQUIREMENTS  VERSUS  PERFORMANCE 


Miles  fttmi 

Momentum 
Location 

Response  Time 

Performance 

Required, 

Falls  Below 
Requirements 

Exceeds 
Requirements 

<  10  Miles 
1 0-^  Miles 

>  50  Miles 

9.1  Hrs 
5.4  HfS 

15.7  Hrs 

10.3  Hrs 
7,0  Hrs 
ti.QHrs 
18.8  Hrs 

1  1 

1 

1  1.6 

1  1 

Total 

9.6  Hrs 

10.7  Hrs 

1 

Sample:  195 

Average  starxliPCl  error  (rf  tie  mean  » 1 .9 
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ExMMt  n-3,  directly  comparing  user  expectations  to  the  supprat  they 
received  within  specific  need-related  subgroups,  more  clearly  maps 
Momentum's  ability  to  meet  user  requirements  at  the  progressive  levels 
of  response  demanded.  The  curve  depicting  user  satisfaction  closely 

provides  wspomc  cxm^staai&y  aipgmsmkml&ig  «s»  wq^s^amas^  at  each 
level. 

More  importantly,  this  response  performance  consiamtly  fiiUb  below  the 
level  of  user  demand,  even  at  the  lowest  level  of  response  requirements 
(at  24  hours).  Although  Momentum  is  aware  of  and  targeting  the  correct 
levels  oi4BBam&msm&  ^  emsmet^^*  mB^xonfemsm  la  xe^nse 
performance  are  ne»sssary  araoss  tiie  board  if  usor  satii^»:!tiiMi  is  to  be 
raised- 


EXHIBIT  11-3 


RESPONSE  REQUIREMENTS 


RESPONSE  TIME  REQUIRED 


Sample:  193 
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In  the  spedfie  jBN$a<tf  extSMled  eoveiBge 

rate  Momentum  performance  on  a  scale  of  1  to  10.  Of  the  limited  per- 
centage of  users  who  were  currently  receiving  extended  coverage  (only 
18%),  off-hours  response  performance  rated  a  7.8.  Of  equal  significance, 
hmmm^  wm  tiie  fact  that  of        users  currently  under  contract  for 
extended  coverage,  39%  hadtm^&Hhd  lor  ief^Kt  dxmBg  f^h&im 
(see  Exhibit  11-4). 

EXHIBIT  11-4 


EXTENDI^  COVEM€£  BESPOIBE  I^RF^iiaiMICE 


•  Thirty-nine  percent  of  users  contracting  for 
extended  coverage  iiad  never  utilized  it. 

•  Users  experienced  with  extended  coverage 
rated  satisfaction  with  off-hours  response 
at  7.8* 


*Sample:  14 

Rating  Scale:  1  =  Low,  10  =  High 


This  underutilization  of  extended-coverage  contracts  could  be  a  potential 

support.  Unless  the  coverage  (and  associated  fees)  are  clearly  identified 
and  marketed  to  usgrs  as  an  "extra  protection"  for  their  systems,  some 
mens  may  see  #e€iiwef|^  as  m  imne<%ssary  expense.  MGf§i^mAim 


S 
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the  tacxtt  visible  and  ol>viiiiis  hendS^  d  pmmy  coverage,  exte»d^ 
support  acts  more  as  a  form  of  "insorafice /*  not  activdy  ttse4  tnt  vital 
when  needed. 


B 


TrnM^  faise  the  profile  of  extended-covmige  to  Mmaieeitma 
©qssifler  scheduling  preventive  maintenance  calls  during  off-hours,  at 
least  for  key  accounts  where  the  loss  of  extended  support  revenues  would 
be  significant.  Visits  by  Momentum  personnel  during  these  extended 
hours  would  give  doubting  uso^  a  feeling  of  receiving  something  "tan- 
gible" for  those  additional  support  dollars  and  help  to  alleviate  a  problem 
highlighted  later  in  this  report  (Section  C),  that  of  preventive  mainte- 
naisse. 


User  Satisfaction 
With  Personnel  and 
Administration 


Users  were  also  queried  about  their  relationship  with  Momentum  siqpfCM 
personnel  and  were  asked  to  rate  their  satisfaction  in  a  number  of  key 
mx&s  (see  Exhibit  11-5).  Alttoug^  on  average  Momentum  support  was 
fsaed  highly  in  all  sam&iM3Vi^  out  of  10),  a  number  of  specific  com- 
;0aints  surfaced  when  users  were  asked  to  openly  discuss  areas  in  need  of 
iffqprovement,  and  ratings  in  specific  areas  of  personnel  support  proved 
yery  hmimiiim&  acsam  ^  sample  group. 


EXHIBIT  11-5 


USER  SATISFACTION  WITH  MOMENTUM 


-  -  - 

SUPPORT  COMPONENT 

RATING 
(1  =  Low, 
10  =  High) 

Customir  Engines  Atiyde 

8,8 

Oommuni(^l3on  with  Engineer 

8.8 

Customer  Engineer's  Appearance 

8.6 

Local  Servic©  Manager 

8.6 

ComrrHiruailkm  with  Loc^ 
Service  Management 

8.3 

Average  standard  error  of  the  Mean:  0.1 


2m% 
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As  e^denced  iii  ExMMt  II-5,  the  n^otity  ci  mcrs  are  highly  satis^i 

with  their  dealings  with  their  field  engineer  (FE)  and  local  support  office. 
There  was  a  constant  10  to  15%  of  these  users,  however,  who  consis- 
tently voiced  their  dissatisfaction,  in  both  their  objective  ratings  and  in 

Esitibit  n-6  highlights  common  complaints  of  this  group  of  dissatisfied 
mm,  "Willi  many  camments  centering  on  alAi^  mA  ptxSmmm  prob- 
lems, even  to  the  degree  of  users  expressing  tfieir  desire  lior  ft  am  FE  to 

support  their  system.  Although  the  group  represents  only  approximately 
10%  of  the  entire  sample,  Momentum  should  be  aware  of  the  potential 

lud  baskets. 


FIELD  ENGINEER  PERFORMANCE  SPOTTY 

•  "Need  top-quality  technical  support." 

•  "Engineer's  attitude  needs  to  improve." 

*  i|4ake  service  pei^nn^  more 

•  "Technicians  need  upgraded  training." 

•  *(Need)  more  r^resentatives." 

Sample:  16 

Mm^  the  same  lines,  ratings  of  administrative  persoi^el  itt  Ibe  load 
level  were  nearly  as  high  across  the  total  sample,  but  problems  surfaced 
in  regards  to  communication  and  dispatching  when  users  discussed  areas 
in  need  of  improvement  Exhibits  11-7  and  11-8  preset  aa  m&vmm  oi 
cotmam^^^&eteA  jtt  Urn  mm  mevksc  isveL 

Mostly  centering  around  communications  problems  (between  Momentum 

or  between  the  customer  and  the  dispatch  center),  the  commeaftJHifiraae 
that  tighter  controls  over  customer  interface  functions  should  be  insti- 
tuted, especially  in  terms  of  the  dispatch  function,  which  directly  affects 
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PROBLEMS  REPORTED  WITH  ADMINISTRATION 

•  "More  direct  communica^  ava>ls^{@  witfi 
local  s#rvk^  office." 

•  "Better  accounting,  billing  &  administrative 
functions." 

•  "(Problem)  trying  to  communicate  with 

^  oiptttiiiions  -  MI^  vs.  Mon^r^m." 

•  "Overall  positive  attitude  needed." 

Sample:  14 

DISPATCHING  OPERATION 
A  COMMON  CONCERN 

•  "800  number  is  a  problem." 

•  "Dispatch  service  takes  too  long  to  reply." 

*  "Dispatch  not  quic^  relaying  merges 
to  ©ngineer." 

•  "Would  like  a  better  way  to  communicate 
with  people  at  the  800  number." 

•  "Takes  too  long  to  pick  up  on  call-in." 

Sample:  18 
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a»eq>l^bte  voiced  by  vmu  iriboald  not  completely  cn^a^miow  the 
pf^ltive  response  of  the  majority  of  sampled  users;  the  eight  point-plus 
average  earned  by  these  customers'  representatives  should  be  applauded! 
However,  the  responses  of  those  dissatisfied  users  are  important  indica- 
tom  isi  current  and  potential  problems  promineif    m&m*  rnkuS^  ^ppo- 
priate  attention  should  be  paid  to  this  small  but  vocal  group,  both  in  an 
attempt  to  retain  the  business  of  what  could  represent  over  10%  of 
Momentum's  customo:  base  and  as  an  akit  to  potential  problems  w^un 

Local  management  and,  even  more  direcdy,  the  attending  FE  and  dis- 
patch assistants  are  often  the  users'  only  contact  with  Mmaamtamwad 
represent  Momentum  as  a  corporation  and  as  a  business.  Accordingly, 
Momentum  must  concentrate  on  providing  users  with  a  consistent  and 
positive  image  of  the  company  through  local  personnel.  Very  simply,  a 
0mA-  working  relationship  v^^^^^^^t^  p^^aoiK^  is  iasy  to  mmboma 


high  levels  of  satisfaction  with  support  overall  (nearly  80%  of  the  sample 
rating  overall  satisfaction  at  8  points  or  over),  two  areas  of  significant 
concern  were  identified  by  users:  spare  parts  support  and  preventive 
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USER  SATISFACTION  WITH  MOMENTUM 
SERVICE  DELIVERY 


SERVICE 

COMPONENT 


RATING 

(1=L0W,  10=HIGH) 


Overall  Satisfaction 
with  Service 


8.3 


Prime-Shift  fl 
Support 


8.2 


Engineer's  Ability  to 
Resolve  Problwn 


8.2 


AvaHafairity  df  Spare  Parts 


7.4 


Preventive  Maintenance 
Performed 


6.0 


Avsfn^e  Standard  Error  of  the  Mean:  0.2 
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Us^  anxi^  0¥er  tite  a^^dlWUty  <tf  fte  spare  pam  needed  to 

systems  is  an  industry- wide  ppoMsn  and  an  even  more  prevalent  issue  in 
non-manufacturer  supplied  maintenance;  user  concern  over  parts  availa- 
bility, whether  real  or  illusory,  is  reinforced  by  constant  press  coverage  of 
IIMiffie^s manufacturer litigati^fliiwrlteis^e.  Mmsmi^smmsx 
expressed  considerable  concern  over  spare  parts  availability,  as  reflected 
by  their  overall  satisfaction  of  7.5  points  and  the  number  of  mentions 
parts  problmis  wum^ssA  Ib  MtbiM^Ma^  eoamsmts  (as  lis$»l  in 


EXtmT  11-10 


*  loot)  par^  in¥«itDry  (ne^ed)." 

*  "More  availability  of  spare  parts." 

•  "Carry  more  parts  with  (FE)  to  fix 

•  "Ability  of  (FE)  to  get  fimled  parts 
within  24  hours." 

*  "Parts  not  readily  available." 

*  "tt^^^tibQ^ptfts(avaHal^)  needs 
impiwement." 

^mp\6:  18 

Concern  over  spares  was  reported  both  in  terms  of  their  timely  availabil- 
ity ftom  local  iawctsm^  mA  te  ^e  FE's  ability  to  reach  the  system 
with  the  appropriate  parts  in  hand.  U^rs  particularly  sensitive  to  the 

parts  availability  issue  can  be  easily  swayed  toward  equipment- vendor 
support  or  by  support  marketing  centered  on  vendors'  parts  support 

market.  Momentum  should  work  to  alleviate  user  anxiety  in  thk  tfaito 
avoid  customer  loss  to  manufacturers  or  other  national  TPMs. 


A  ^coad  aadmmmem  fmimommed  j^mMm  was  identified  in  pre^^ 
tive  maintenance  support,  with  users  rating  satisfaction  with  this  compo- 
BKit  at  a  low  6.0  points.  In  fact,  nearly  15%  of  users  reported  that  they 
feadfiev^iecdv^  ikprnnxAwmaSmmmx  caU  in  ^fetaHry  ci  time 
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E)a4IBiTU-11 


reUon^p  with  Momentm!  Tte         rated    all  areas  <tf  support 

researched.  Momentum's  PM  support  earned  the  worst  possible  rating  of 
1  (on  a  1  to  10  scale)  in  nearly  30%  of  respondent  cases.  Exhibit  11-11 
reports  the  comments  users  related  in  reference  to  Momentum's  PM 


pmimmyE  maintenance  surfaced 

AS  A  PROBLEM  AREA 


"Mm  regular  preventive  nrnbi^fmce. 


"Not  getting  enough 
maintenance." 


"Much  more  preventive  maintenance 


"More  commi 
PM  service." 

"(PM)  needed  more  often  and  more 
tiiorouglily." 


mm 


Preventive  maintenance,  although  an  added  cost  to  overall  support  provi- 
skm,  works  to  benefit  both  the  user  and  the  support  vendor  over  the  term 
di  tiie  relationship.  Users,  placing  ever  increasing  denMumii  m  tiMr 
system  components,  enjoy  fewer  interruptions  from  regularly  maintained 
products.  Vendors,  on  the  other  side  of  this  coin,  are  faced  with  fewer 
emergency  repair  calls  and,  through  preventive  measures,  can  provide 


At  the  same  time,  PM  visits  provide  the  user  with  a  tangible  reminder  of 
tfiet^im^of  continuing  the  support  relationship,  as       m&  ft  eh^iee  to 
voice  any  rising  concerns  or  problems  to  a  Momentum  representative 
before  they  reach  the  critical  stage.  The  vendor  is  provided  with  a  chance 
to  increase  visibility  and  improve  communication  between  the  client  and 
ks  SQFvise  steff .  Hie  po^atial  benefits  thaifii^iMi^e  nurintBiranoe  viats 
can  foster  in  the  long  run  can  far  outweigh  the  short-term  financial  de- 
traction. Momentum,  especially  in  Ud^t  of  the  communications  and  FE 
image  problems  by  use3^,C9(WW^lpiltbf  ^HiilB^ 
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Conclusion  and  Summary 


ANALYSIS  OF  MOMENTUM  SERVICE  -  USER  SATISFACTION 


INPUT 


m 


Coniolusioii  and  Summary 


b  fiwiewing  the  overall  responie  of  Ibe  sample,  ^fomentiBil       as  a 

group  expressed  a  high  degree  of  satisfaction  with  the  services  Momen- 
tum provided.  As  was  evidenced  in  Exhibit  II- 1,  85%  of  Momentum 
users  were  satisfied  with  response  performance,  despite  average  response 
tisies  well  above  an  overall  TPM  avmge  response  recorded  by  INPUT  in 
our  annual  report  on  third-party  user  satisfaction.  Even  viewed  across 
increasing  levels  of  user  requirements,  Momentum  response  consistently 
spptmehed  uscar  needs,  although  Exhibit  II-3  iUustmt^s^  lite  leaitining  gap 
to  be  bridged  in  tcsgmm  fe^mmmot  Mmm  fm^isiM^^m  k  to  be  in- 
leased 

service  staff,  an  area  which  cannot  be  underestimated  in  its  effect  on  user 
perceptions  of  Momentum.  Action  should  be  taken,  however,  to  quell  the 
personnel  performance  concerns  of  the  small  but  adamant  group  of  users 
(discussed  in  section  II-B),  and         ^cndd  to  n^de  to  J^are 
pp@lileiisyi  teimnui  iidiai^ 

Us^  reported  a  high  level  of  satisfaction  with  support  overall  (rated  8.3, 
lidiibit  II-9),  although  parts  availabihty  and|iWBWMii«  maintenance 
support  surfaced  as  trouble  spots  especially  pronounced  in  the  area  of 
WML^^yevy.  Momentum  should  address  these  shortcomings  before  their 

As  indicated  by  the  sample  of  glowing  compliments  presented  in  Exhibit 
m-l,  Momenmm  users  remain  highly  satisfied  with  their  support  vendor, 
despite  problemSti«|r  have  experienced  in  ^>e^c  service  areas.  Fmei 
with  escalating  competition  in  the  TPM  arena  as  well  as  increased  con- 
tention from  manufacturer  support  rivals,  however.  Momentum  must  be 
eaa^Qfiedi  t^^aib^  t6$Ang  long  on  iis  hwxU. 
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INPUT 


Useis'  service  requirements  am  in  CMistant  flux  when  fed  by  oofoi^ 

competitive  bidding  for  their  support  dollar.  Fully  aware  that  they  are 
enjoying  the  upper  hand  in  a  "buyers  market,"  users  will  continue  to 
place  increasing  demands  on  their  support  vendors  and  hesitate  less  to 
switch  their  loyalties  when  problems  arise  in  their  current  services. 
Third-party  vendors  who  keep  a  watchful  eye  on  these  user  perceptions 
of  their  support  enjoy  a  true  competitive  edge  in  this  highly  competitive 


MANY  USERS  REMAIN 
HIGHLY  SATISFIED: 

■ 

*  "Service  is  eiccelient" 

•  "Very  satisfied  witii  service." 

•  "No  problemsf" 

•  "Can't  improve!" 

Sample:  42 

ZUBi 


if 


ANALYSIS  OF  MOMENTUM  SERVICE  -  USER  SATISFACTION  INPUT 


Questionnaire 

1.  WMch  amg&fy  best  descrttm  yotar  ap&rathn? 

a.  Single-location  company   

b.  H^icbiisaters   

c.  Other   

2.  How  any  years  have  you  been  a  Mmmnttm  service  customer  (please  include  Ml  time  as 
a  MDS  service  customer)? 

a.  Lessdmnly^   

b.  1-3  years   

c.  More  than  3  years   

3.  How  far  from  a  Momentum  service  location  are  you? 

a.  Le»^  Am   

b.  10  -  25  miles   

c.  26  -  SO  miles   

d.  More  tiian  30  miles   

c.       Don't  know   

4.  What  response  lime  do  ym  rmf^re?   

5.  What  response  time  do  you  receive?   

satisfaotikw  wtt  die  fo^witg: 

Saii^idt^ 
MO 

a.  CusttMaeroigiiiearamUude   

b.  Loc^^viceimnager   

c.  Customer  engineer's  appearance   

d.  Cememtmssiaxm  m&k  yms  oipi^r   

e.  Conununication  with  local  service   


ZMS1 
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INPUT 


V  %      How  satisfied,  on  a  scale    MO  (l^kmst  ^mAmmss  and  lO^Ugkest  ^ctiwnm),  is 
MnsMiiMi  m  lie jliiMi^? 


c.  Preventive  Maintenance  performed   

d.  A^ftfliinlU^i^i^^PBpiBcts   

€.       Overall  satisfaction  with  service   

8.       Do  you  currently  have  extended  cqyerage?   


Satisfaction 
1-10 


M^,: What  service  area,  if  any, 
wit^^qmentum  service? 


Thank  you  for  your  assistance! 
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